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Professional conduct panel decision and recommendations, and decision on 

behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Mr Simon Growcott 

NCTL case reference: 14964 

Date of determination: 24 March 2017 

Former employer: Saint Benedict Catholic Voluntary Academy 

A. Introduction 

A professional conduct panel (“the panel”) of the National College for Teaching and 

Leadership (“the National College”) convened on 23 and 24 March 2017 at 53 to 55 Butts 

Road, Earlsdon Park, Coventry CV1 3BH to consider the case of Mr Simon Growcott. 

The panel members were Mr Paul Bompas (lay panellist – in the chair), Mrs Margaret 

Simpson (teacher panellist) and Mr John Matharu (lay panellist). 

The legal adviser to the panel was Mr Graham Miles of Blake Morgan LLP solicitors. 

The presenting officer for the National College was Miss Holly Quirk of Browne Jacobson 

LLP solicitors. 

Mr Simon Growcott was present and was represented by Mr Andrew Faux of Counsel. 

The hearing took place in public and was recorded. 
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B. Allegations 

The panel considered the allegation set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 3 November 

2016. 

It was alleged that Mr Simon Growcott is guilty of unacceptable professional conduct, in 

that, whilst employed at Saint Benedict Catholic Voluntary Academy, he: 

1. Behaved in an inappropriate manner on one occasion or more towards female 

colleagues, including:  

a. 

 i. Coming up to Person A from the side causing her to feel trapped between 

her desk and her chair;  

 ii. Touching Person A on her shoulder; 

          iii.        Massaging Person A's shoulders; 

          iv.        Placing his arms around Person A; 

          v.         Hugging Person A causing her bust to be pushed upwards; 

          vi.        Putting his face close to Person A's face; 

          vii.     Telling Person A that she did not have any "fat bits" (after Person A described 

herself as having "fat bits") and stating that she was "gorgeous" or words to 

that effect; 

         viii.      Commenting on Person A "waving [her] legs around" and "distracting" him, or 

words to that effect; 

          ix.     Making inappropriate comments towards Person A in relation to her social life; 

           x.      Telling Person A "don't make me look at your bust", or words to that effect; 

          xi.        Suggesting that Person A getting lost was linked to her hair colour. 

b. 

 i. Standing next to Person B, and leaning in to her; 

          ii.         Touching Person B on her bra strap; 

         iii.         Touching Person B on her ribs; 

         iv.         Coming up to the side of Person B and placing his arm around her; 
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          v.         Placing his face close to Person B's face; 

         vi.        Asking Person B "Do you want to come and work for me? You could be my 

PA and tidy my desk", or words to that effect, and then asking Person B 

"Pretty please". 

c.  

           i.         Placing his hand on Person C's arm;  

 ii. Touching Person C on her hips;  

d.  

           i. Touching Person D's hair;  

 ii. Placing his hands on Person D's shoulders. 

e.            Placing his arm around Person F's waist. 

2.  His behaviour towards one or more of his female colleagues, as referred to in 1 

above, constituted sexual harassment.  

Mr Growcott admitted the facts of the allegation and that they amount to unacceptable 

professional conduct.  

C. Preliminary applications 

Application for part of the hearing to be in private 

Mr Faux made an application for part of the hearing to be in private. [Redacted]. Mr Faux 

submitted that evidence about Mr Growcott's health, including the diagnosis made in 

relation to him, should be heard in private. The presenting officer did not object to the 

application. After receiving legal advice and retiring to consider the application, the chair 

announced the decision of the panel in public as follows: 

'The panel has decided that the evidence of Mr Growcott should be heard in private. The 

panel is satisfied that Mr Growcott's right to privacy in relation to detailed information about 

his health and diagnosis outweighs the public interest in that evidence being heard in 

public. The panel considered whether the evidence of Mr Growcott could be 

compartmentalised, so that only that part of his evidence dealing with his health is heard 

in private. However, the panel concluded that this compartmentalisation would be 

impractical, given the possible need to hear evidence about Mr Growcott's strategies for 

dealing with his health condition. The panel was conscious of the fact that Mr Growcott has 

admitted the allegation and signed a Statement of Agreed facts, has been read and will be 

referred to in public. 
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The panel has concluded that the whole of Mr Growcott's evidence should be heard in 

private. The panel has also determined that, although the evidence of Witness A will be 

given in public, any questions of that witness relating to Mr Growcott's health and diagnosis 

should be asked in private. 

D. Summary of evidence 

Documents 

In advance of the hearing, the panel received a bundle of documents which included: 

Section 1: Chronology and anonymised pupil list – pages 2 to 4 

Section 2: Notice of Proceedings and Response – pages 6 to 23 

Section 3: NCTL witness statements – No documents 

Section 4: NCTL documents – pages 26 to 305 

Section 5: Teacher documents – pages 307 to 471  

In addition, the panel agreed to accept the following: 

Statement of Simon Growcott – pages 471A to 490 

Statement of Witness A – pages 491 to 497 

Statement of Individual A – pages 498 to 501 

Statement of Individual B – pages 502 to 505 

The panel members confirmed that they had read the documents with page numbers from 

1 to 471 in advance of the date of the hearing. The panel members also confirmed that 

they had read the documents with page numbers from 471A to 505 prior to the 

commencements of the hearing. 

Statement of Agreed Facts 

The panel considered a Statement of Agreed Facts signed by Mr Growcott on 29 October 

2016. 

 Witnesses 

The panel heard oral evidence from the following witnesses called on behalf of Mr Growcott 

at the mitigation stage. 

 Mr Simon Growcott 



7 

 Witness A, Headteacher at Focus School, Rotherham 

E. Decision and reasons 

The panel announced its decision and reasons as follows: 

The panel has carefully considered the case and reached a decision. 

The panel confirms that it has read all the documents provided in the bundle in advance of 

the hearing, including the additional statements and documents admitted today.  

Mr Simon Growcott was employed by the Saint Benedict Catholic Voluntary Academy ("the 

school") as an Assistant Headteacher from 2009. From 1 September 2014, he was Deputy 

Headteacher.  

In October 2015, an allegation of sexual harassment was made by Person A against Mr 

Growcott. Mr Growcott was suspended and an investigation commenced. The remit of the 

investigation included concerns that had been raised by Person B earlier in the year. During 

the course of the investigation, further allegations came to light relating to Persons A, B, 

C, D and F.  

Person’s A, D and F were teachers at the school. Person B was employed by an external 

organisation as a member of the support staff and was often based at the school. Person 

C was employed at the school in an administrative capacity. 

A disciplinary hearing was called, but Mr Growcott resigned prior to the hearing. The matter 

was referred by the school governors to the National College. 

 

Findings of fact 

The panel has taken account of the Statement of Agreed Facts, Mr Growcott's oral 

admissions and the accounts of the Persons A, B, C, D and F where these are referenced 

in the Statement of Agreed Facts. The panel's findings of fact are as follows: 

It was alleged that you are guilty of unacceptable professional conduct, in that, 

whilst employed at Saint Benedict Catholic Voluntary Academy, you: 

1. Behaved in an inappropriate manner on one occasion or more towards female 

colleagues, including:  

a. 

 i. Coming up to Person A from the side causing her to feel trapped 

between her desk and her chair;  



8 

                 Mr Growcott accepts that, on 25 September 2015, he approached Person A from the side 

of her chair causing her to be blocked between her chair and desk. Person A could not 

escape due to her desk being curved in shape and a wall behind. Mr Growcott accepts that 

he caused Person A to feel trapped. 

 ii. Touching Person A on her shoulder; 

                 Mr Growcott accepts that he would touch Person A by placing his hands on her shoulders. 

          iii.        Massaging Person A's shoulders; 

During an open evening for Year 5, Person A was sat at the table in the Mathematics room 

where she had been undertaking an activity. Mr Growcott admits that that he came to the 

side of Person A, put his hand on her shoulders and massaged her shoulders. 

          iv.        Placing your arms around Person A; 

                 Mr Growcott admits that he put his arms around Person A on some occasions. He  accepts 

that hugging took place during the week commencing 21 September 2015.  

          v.         Hugging Person A causing her bust to be pushed upwards; 

                 Mr Growcott admits that, after acting as described in 1.a..i. (above), he wrapped his arms 

around Person A from behind and hugged her causing her bust to be pushed upwards by 

his forearms. 

          vi.        Putting your face close to Person A's face; 

Mr Growcott admits that, on some occasions, he would put his face close to Person A's 

face when they were alone. Mr Growcott also admits that, during the incident referred to in 

1.a..i. and ..v., he put his face close to Person A's face.  

          vii.     Telling Person A that she did not have any "fat bits" (after Person A 

described herself as having "fat bits") and stating that she was 

"gorgeous" or words to that effect; 

                 When Mr Growcott hugged Person A as referred to in 1.a..i., ..v. and ..vi., Person A told 

him to stop as he was squeezing her 'fat bits'. Mr Growcott admits that he then told Person 

A that she did not have any 'fat bits' and that she was 'gorgeous'.  

         viii.      Commenting on Person A "waving [her] legs around" and "distracting" 

you, or words to that effect; 

Mr Growcott admits that on an occasion when Person A was in Mr Growcott's office and 

she scratched her legs or crossed them, he made comments the Person A was "waving 

her legs around" and distracting him or words to that effect.   
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          ix.     Making inappropriate comments towards Person A in relation to her 

social life; 

On one occasion, when shortlisting for a position, Person A and Mr Growcott were in an 

office. Mr Growcott admits that that he asked what Person A was doing that evening and, 

when she replied that she had a date, he made sexually related comments about her social 

life that were inappropriate.   

           x.      Telling Person A "don't make me look at your bust", or words to that 

effect; 

In October 2014, during a presentation evening, Mr Growcott admits that he commented 

that Person A was not wearing yellow (her house colour). Person A pointed to the yellow 

flowers of her dress, some of which were in her bust area. Mr Growcott admits that he 

made comments to Person A to the effect of "don’t make me look at your bust". 

          xi.        Suggesting that Person A getting lost was linked to her hair colour. 

On 4 September 2015, there was a planning meeting at the headteacher's house and 

Person A was running late. When Person A knocked on the door, Mr Growcott answered. 

Mr Growcott admits that, when Person A explained that she had got lost, he made a 

comment about her being "blonde" and getting lost.  

b. 

 i. Standing next to Person B, and leaning in to her; 

                Mr Growcott admits that, on more than one occasion, he touched Person B when she was 

standing at the photocopier and that this included standing next to her and leaning in to 

her.  

          ii.         Touching Person B on her bra strap; 

         iii.         Touching Person B on her ribs; 

Mr Growcott admits that, on one occasion in 2015, Person B was at the photocopier when 

he touched her bra strap and ribs. 

         iv.         Coming up to the side of Person B and placing your arm around her; 

          v.         Placing your face close to Person B's face; 

         vi.        Asking Person B "Do you want to come and work for me? You could be 

my PA and tidy my desk", or words to that effect, and then asking 

Person B "Pretty please". 

Mr Growcott admits that, on 13 August 2015, he came up to Person B from the side. He 

admits that he then bent down and placed his arm around Person B, hugged her from the 
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side and put his face very close to Person B. Mr Growcott further admits that he then said 

to her, "do you want to come and work for me? You could be my PA and tidy my desk?", 

followed by "pretty please".  

c.  

           i.         Placing your hand on Person C's arm;  

Mr Growcott admits that, on one occasion, whilst at the photocopier, he put his hand on 

Person C's arm. 

 ii. Touching Person C on her hips; 

Mr Growcott admits that, on another occasion, whilst at the photocopier, he came up 

behind Person C and touched her hips (sic) with one hand.  

d.  

           i. Touching Person D's hair;  

 ii. Placing your hands on Person D's shoulders. 

Mr Growcott admits that, on more than one occasion, he stood next to Person D when she 

was sat down and placed his hand on one of her shoulders and then touched her hair with 

his other hand.  

e.            Placing your arm around Person F's waist. 

Person F states that Mr Growcott was in the habit of having his arms around her when 

speaking to her. As Person F was taller than Mr Growcott, she states that his arms would 

be around her waist or resting on her waist from the back. Person F states that this 

happened on a couple of different occasions at different places, including in classrooms 

after House meetings. Mr Growcott admits to placing his arms around Person F's waist. 

The panel finds the facts proved in relation to 1.a..i. to ..xi.,.b..i. to ..vi.,.c..i). and ..ii.,.d..i. 

and ..ii. and .e. 

2.  Your behaviour towards one or more of your female colleagues, as referred 

to in 1 above, constituted sexual harassment.  

The panel accepts that the National College is not alleging that Mr Growcott's actions were 

sexually motivated. However, the victims perceived and Mr Growcott accepts that his 

actions described above amount to sexual harassment. He accepts that his actions were 

a course of conduct of unwanted behaviour of a sexual nature, which the reasonable man 

would, or ought to have known, amounted to harassment and could be expected to cause 

distress.   

The panel finds 2 proved. 
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Findings as to unacceptable professional conduct  

Having found the allegations to have been proven, the panel has gone on to consider 

whether the facts of the proven allegation amount to unacceptable professional conduct. 

Mr Growcott admits that his conduct amounts to unacceptable professional conduct. The 

panel has taken this admission into account, but made its own determination. 

In doing so, the panel has had regard to the document Teacher Misconduct: The 

Prohibition of Teachers, which the panel refers to as “the Advice”. 

The panel is satisfied that the conduct of Mr Growcott in relation to the facts found proven, 

involved breaches of the Teachers’ Standards. The panel considers that by reference to 

Part Two of the Teachers' Standards, Mr Growcott is in breach of the following standard:  

 Teachers uphold public trust in the profession and maintain high standards of 

ethics and behaviour, within and outside school, by  

o showing tolerance of and respect for the rights of others;  

In addition, the panel considers that Mr Growcott breached Part One of the Teachers' 

Standards by 

 Failing to develop effective professional relationships with colleagues. 

The panel has also considered whether Mr Growcott's conduct displayed behaviours 

associated with any of the offences listed on pages 8 and 9 of the Advice. The panel has 

found that none of these offences are relevant. 

The panel is satisfied that the conduct of Mr Growcott is misconduct of a serious nature 

falling significantly short of the standards expected of the profession.  

Accordingly, the panel is satisfied that Mr Growcott is guilty of unacceptable professional 

conduct. 

Panel’s recommendation to the Secretary of State 

Given the panel’s findings in respect of unacceptable professional conduct, it is necessary 

for the panel to go on to consider whether it would be appropriate to recommend the 

imposition of a prohibition order by the Secretary of State. 

In considering whether to recommend to the Secretary of State that a prohibition order 

should be made, the panel has to consider whether it is an appropriate and proportionate 

measure, and whether it is in the public interest to do so. Prohibition orders should not be 

given in order to be punitive, or to show that blame has been apportioned, although they 

are likely to have a punitive effect.   
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The panel has considered the particular public interest considerations set out in the Advice 

and, having done so, has found two of them to be relevant in this case, namely the 

maintenance of public confidence in the profession and declaring and upholding proper 

standards of conduct. The panel also acknowledged that there is a public interest in a 

teacher who is able to make a valuable contribution to the profession being able to continue 

in that profession, as outlined in the judgment in Wallace v Secretary of State for Education 

[2017] EWHC 109(Admin). 

In light of the panel’s findings against Mr Growcott, the panel considers that public 

confidence in the profession could be seriously weakened if conduct such as that found 

against Mr Growcott were not treated with the utmost seriousness when regulating the 

conduct of the profession. 

The panel considered that a strong public interest consideration in declaring proper 

standards of conduct in the profession was also present as the conduct found against Mr 

Growcott was outside that which could reasonably be tolerated. 

Notwithstanding the clear public interest considerations that were present, the panel 

considered carefully whether or not it would be proportionate to impose a prohibition order 

taking into account the effect that this would have on Mr Growcott. In considering the issue 

of proportionality, the panel applied the following test, namely: 

Whether a less intrusive measure could be used without unacceptably compromising the 

achievement of the relevant objective and whether, having regard to these matters and the 

severity of the consequences for Mr Growcott, a fair balance can be struck between the 

rights of Mr Growcott and the interests of the public. 

In the context of these proceedings, the panel regarded the relevant objective as the 

protection of the public interest. The panel considered whether the public declaration of a 

finding of unacceptable professional conduct would be an appropriate less intrusive 

measure. 

In carrying out the balancing exercise, the panel has considered the public interest 

considerations both in favour of and against prohibition as well as the interests of Mr 

Growcott. The panel took further account of the Advice, which suggests that a prohibition 

order may be appropriate if certain behaviours of a teacher have been proven. In the list 

of such behaviours, those that are relevant in this case are:  

 serious departure from the personal and professional conduct elements of the 

Teachers’ Standards; 

 abuse of position; 

The panel recognised the impact on Persons A, B, C, D and F from Mr Growcott's uninvited 

attention when he was in the role of Deputy Headteacher and that it constituted sexual 
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harassment. However, the National College has not alleged that the conduct was sexually 

motivated. 

Even though there were behaviours that would point to a prohibition order being 

appropriate, the panel went on to consider whether or not there were sufficient mitigating 

factors to militate against a prohibition order being an appropriate and proportionate 

measure to impose, particularly taking into account the nature of the behaviour in this case.  

Mr Growcott had a previously good history. The panel has been provided with a number of 

very positive character references and testimonials from colleagues, parents, and pupils. 

Mr Growcott gave evidence that he was appointed Deputy Headteacher with effect from 

September 2014. He said that he received feedback from his interview for the post, which 

indicated that he had to work on relationships with other members of staff, as he could 

appear brusque and not personal. Mr Growcott said that, with the benefit of hindsight, he 

now believed that, in response to the suggestion that he was not being friendly enough 

with staff, he may have overcompensated in trying to adapt his personal style to be more 

in tune with the ethos of the school. He said that he had noted seeing other members of 

staff greeting one another with a hug and that, although he was not comfortable with such 

behaviour, he tried to fit in. 

Mr Growcott also gave evidence that during the school's investigation process the term 

'lack of emotional intelligence' was used in relation to him. He said that it was also 

suggested that others did not feel that he was always aware of the consequence of his 

actions. He said that, after leaving the school, he became aware that he might be suffering 

from a health condition [Redacted].  

The panel has carefully considered the clinical report provided in relation to Mr Growcott 

and his own evidence. The panel concluded that Mr Growcott's health condition could only 

be regarded, at best, as a possible contributory factor towards his behaviour and not an 

excuse for the unacceptable behaviour. 

The panel has considered evidence from Mrs Witness A, Headteacher of Focus School 

(Bramley Campus) in Rotherham, where Mr Growcott has worked since January 2016. In 

addition to providing a written statement, Witness A attended the hearing to give oral 

evidence and the panel had the opportunity to question her. The panel found her to be a 

sound witness. Witness A said that, prior to Mr Growcott's appointment, her school 

received a written reference from Saint Benedict Catholic Voluntary Academy, which she 

followed up with a lengthy telephone conversation with its headteacher and the referring 

agency. She was satisfied with his suitability for appointment. The panel heard that her 

school is a small independent faith (Plymouth Brethren) school, which is part of a group of 

schools.  

Witness A stated that she is fully aware of the allegations against Mr Growcott and is also 

aware of his health condition. Witness A confirmed that Mr Growcott initially joined the 
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school to cover for the absence of a science teacher who was going on maternity leave. 

However, he remained after that teacher returned from maternity leave and then shadowed 

the Deputy Headteacher and Maths teacher until the end of the summer term. When a 

vacant post of Deputy Headteacher was advertised, Mr Growcott applied and was 

appointed following a competitive process. Witness A said that there was an overwhelming 

consensus that Mr Growcott was the right person for the job. Witness A stated that, in May 

2016, the school was inspected by the School Inspection Service (SIS). As part of the 

inspection, one of Mr Growcott's lessons was observed which was judged to be 

outstanding. She said that he was also a major contributor to the school's improved data 

analysis. Witness A stated that Mr Growcott has had a 'tremendously positive impact' and 

that he would be 'sorely missed' if the school were to lose him. 

In her oral evidence, Witness A described Mr Growcott as a 'gifted teacher' who is 

'absolutely in his element in the classroom' and 'determined to do the best he can for his 

students, his colleagues and the school'. She said that Mr Growcott is a 'real and valued 

asset' to the teaching profession. 

Witness A, being aware of the past behaviour of Mr Growcott has put into place a strategy 

to monitor and mentor him [Redacted]. This has been agreed with the trustees responsible 

for the school. 

The panel noted that Mr Growcott has shown determination to understand his past 

behaviour towards his female colleagues, recognising his personal shame and deep 

remorse. The panel is satisfied that it is unlikely there will be a repetition of this behaviour. 

The panel has taken account of the fact that a public finding of unacceptable professional 

conduct in relation to Mr Growcott conveys moral blameworthiness and opprobrium and 

would be likely to affect his professional reputation and employment prospects; a sanction 

in itself. 

Taking all of these considerations into account, the panel is of the view that a prohibition 

order in relation to Mr Growcott is not necessary in order to protect the public interest.  In 

the circumstances of this case, the panel is also of the view that there is a public interest 

in enabling a teacher to continue in the profession where he is making a valuable 

contribution. 

The panel is of the view that prohibition is not a proportionate and appropriate response.  

Despite the nature of the behaviour, which must not happen again, the panel has 

determined that a recommendation for a prohibition order would not be appropriate in this 

case. 
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Decision and reasons on behalf of the Secretary of State 

I have given very careful consideration to this case and to the recommendations of the 

panel. The panel has found all of the allegations proven, and has made a finding of 

unprofessional conduct.   

I have given due regard to the fact that the panel has considered the particular public 

interest considerations set out in the Advice, and having done so has found the following 

to be relevant in this case, namely: the maintenance of public confidence in the 

profession and declaring and upholding proper standards of conduct. I have given careful 

consideration to the thought given by the panel to balancing the public interest 

considerations both in favour of and against prohibition as well as the interests of Mr 

Growcott. 

The panel is satisfied that the conduct of Mr Growcott in relation to the facts found proven, 

involved breaches of the Teachers’ Standards. The panel considers that by reference to 

Part Two of the Teachers' Standards, Mr Growcott is in breach of the following standard:  

 Teachers uphold public trust in the profession and maintain high standards of 

ethics and behaviour, within and outside school, by  

o showing tolerance of and respect for the rights of others;  

In addition, the panel considers that Mr Growcott breached Part One of the Teachers' 

Standards by 

 Failing to develop effective professional relationships with colleagues. 

I agree with the panel when they conclude that they are satisfied that the conduct of Mr 

Growcott fell significantly short of the standards expected of the profession. 

I have read the guidance that is published by the Secretary of State and taken that into 

account. I have also taken into account the need to be proportionate.  

 

I have taken into account the public interest as well as the interests of Mr Growcott.   

I have given careful consideration to the representations of the panel with regard to their 

consideration of the mitigating evidence, and to the extensive mitigation set out very clearly 

above. Mr Growcott had a previously good history. The panel has been provided with a 

number of very positive character references and testimonials from colleagues, parents, 

and pupils. 

I have considered how the panel has noted that Mr Growcott has shown determination to 

understand his past behaviour towards his female colleagues, recognising his personal 

shame and deep remorse. The panel is satisfied that it is unlikely there will be a repetition 

of this behaviour. 
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I note that the panel, having given careful regard to the public interest, is not of the view 

that prohibition is a proportionate and appropriate response.   

This being the case, I agree with the panel that the prohibition of Mr Growcott is not in the 

public interest, particularly where he is making a valuable contribution. 

This behaviour must not happen again and I am minded that the finding of unacceptable 

professional conduct in itself is a sufficiently clear message. This message reinforces the 

standards expected of teachers, and supports the maintenance of public confidence in 

the profession.  

In conclusion, I agree with the panel’s recommendation that prohibition is neither 

proportionate nor appropriate in this case.  

 

 

Decision maker: Jayne Millions  

Date: 28 March 2017 

This decision is taken by the decision maker named above on behalf of the Secretary of 

State. 


